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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, SS.

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-01-

STATE OF MAINE,

)
)
Plaintiff
)
)
v.
)
)
DANIEL DAVIS d/b/a DIVERSIFIED
)
TECHNOLOGY and DENNIS LEE
)
d/b/a UNITED COMMUNITY SERVICES )
OF AMERICA AND BETTER WORLD
)
TECHNOLOGIES,
)
)
Defendants
)

COMPLAINT FOR
INJUNCTIVE AND
OTHER RELIEF

Plaintiff, the State of Maine, by its Attorney General, brings this action against
Defendants, Daniel Davis d/b/a Diversified Technology and Dennis Lee, d/b/a United
Community Services of America and Better World Technologies (hereinafter “UCSA /
BWT”) and states as follows:
JURISDICTION AND VENUE
1.

This action is brought for and on behalf of the State of Maine, by G. Steven

Rowe, its Attorney General, pursuant to the provisions of the Unfair Trade Practices Act,
CTJTPA”) 5 M.R.S.A. § 207, and his common law authority as Attorney General to
represent the People of the State of Maine.
2.

Venue for this action properly lies in Kennebec County, Maine, pursuant to

5 M.R.S.A. § 209.

PARTIES
3.

The Attorney General of the State of Maine, is charged, inter alia, with the

enforcement of the Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 205-A et seq.
4.

Defendant Daniel Davis (hereafter referred to as “Davis”), an individual

doing business as Diversified Technology, resides at the address of 3 Getchell Street,
Winslow, Maine. Diversified Technology has a mailing address of P.O. Box 8076,
Winslow* Maine 04901.
5.

Defendant Dennis Lee d/b/a Better World Technology and United

Community Services of America claims to promote cutting edge technology in the energy
field. United Community Services of America and Better World Technology (hereinafer
"USCA/BWT") have a mailing address of P.O. Box 636, Newfoundland, New Jersey
07435.
COMMERCE
6.

Subsection 1 of the Unfair Trade Practices Act defines “trade” and

“commerce” as follows:
“Trade” and “commerce” shall include the advertising,
offering for sale, sale or distribution of any services and any
property, tangible or intangible, real, personal or mixed, and
any other article, commodity or thing of value wherever
situate, and shall include any trade or commerce directly or
indirectly affecting the people of this State.
7.

The Defendants were at all times relevant hereto engaged in trade and

commerce in the State of Maine by advertising, promoting, offering for sale, selling and
distributing intangible property, specifically, the right to invest or participate in a program
to generate and sell electricity.
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FACTS
8.

During the winter of 2001, Defendants advertised a product, which if

installed in the consumer’s home they claim will produce enough electricity to eliminate
the homeowner’s electric bill and allow the homeowner to make money by selling excess
electricity generated,
9.

Defendants make various représentions in a video tape presentation

including that they will install the device in the home and continue to own, maintain and
service it. The homeowner gets free electricity and the company gets income from selling
the extra electricity generated.
10.

According to the Defendants' written representations, it costs $5 to sign up

now. After 1.6 million consumers have signed up, the cost will increase to $1,000 or
$2,000. According to the Defendants, 840,000 people have signed up at this time.
11.

Defendants are holding a meeting on July 28, 2001 from 7:00 p.m. to 11:00

p.m. in Oakland, Maine to promote this opportunity to Maine residents.

Defendants have

told Maine residents, “Toward the end of the evening, you will be given an incredible
opportunity to become directly involved with our project and earn a very handsome income
as well.”
13.

Defendants’ representations that the device to be installed in homes will

produce free electricity, is false. In fact, it is not scientifically possible for the machine to
perform as represented.
14.

The connection of electric lines on residential premises to the power supply

grid in order to provide power back into that grid would be subject to either "net metering
arrangements" between the residential consumer and the regulated transmission and
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distribution utility in the area {e.g.t CMP) as approved by the Maine Public Utilities
Commission, or to rules governing power generators issued by the New England Power
Pool ("NEPOOL") and the Independent System Operator for New England ("ISO-NE") as
approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC"). Although Defendants’
representations both written and on the video tape lack specifics as to the distribution of
electricity generated in homes would occur, if that power is sold at retail directly to Maine
consumers, the supplier would also require a license from the Maine Public Utilities
Commission as a competitive electricity provider.
15.

At this time the Maine Public Utilities Commission staff has no information

that leads it to believe that Diversified Technology has either obtained or applied for any of
these authorities, or made alternative arrangements with NEPOOL participants.
16.

Any attempt to connect to power lines without a contract with the local

transmission and distribution utility is unlawful and poses considerable safety issues.
APPLICABLE STATUTES
17.

Pursuant to the UTPA, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207:
Unfair methods of competition and unfair or deceptive acts
or practices in the conduct of any trade or commerce are
declared unlawful.

18.

Pursuant to 10 M.R.S.A. § 1212(1)(E):
A person engages in a deceptive trade practice when, in the
course of his business, vocation or occupation, he
[represents that goods or services have sponsorship,
approval, characteristics, ingredients, uses, benefits or
quantities that they do not have....
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VIOLATIONS
COUNT I
(Violation of the Unfair Trade Practices Act - Deceptive Conduct)
19.

The Plaintiff repeats the preceding paragraphs of the Complaint.

20.

Defendants, through their conduct set forth herein above, have engaged in a

course of trade or commerce which constitutes unfair and deceptive conduct declared
unlawful under 5 M.R.S.A. § 207, by promoting an opportunity to invest in a plan to
generate and distribute free electricity that is purely fictitious.
21.

The Defendants’ conduct as described in this Count constitutes deceptive

acts or practices and intentional violations of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207.
REMEDIES
22.

5 M.R.S.A. § 209 provides:
Whenever the Attorney General has reason to believe that
any person is using or is about to use any method, act or
practice declared by section 207 to be unlawful, and that
proceedings would be in the public interest, he may bring
an action in the name of the State against such person to
restrain by temporary or permanent injunction the use of
such method, act or practice and the court may make such
other orders or judgments as may be necessary to restore to
any person who has suffered any ascertainable loss by
reason of the use or employment of such unlawful method,
act or practice, any moneys or property, real or personal,
which may have been acquired by means of such method,
act or practice.

23.

5 M.R.S.A. § 209 also provides that each intentional violation of section 207

in which the Attorney General establishes that the conduct giving rise to the violation is
either unfair or deceptive is a violation for which a civil penalty of not more than $10,000
shall be adjudged.

5

24.

5 M.R.S.A. § 209 provides that in any action under this section where a

permanent injunction is issued, the court may order the person against whom the permanent
injunction has been issued to pay the State the costs of the investigation of that person by
the Attorney General and the costs of the suit.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff requests that this honorable Court enter an order:
A.

Finding that the Defendants have violated 5 M.R.S.A. § 207, the Maine

Unfair Trade Practices Act, by making misrepresentations to consumers regarding its free
energy scheme;
B.

Permanently enjoining Defendants from engaging in the business of

advertising, marketing, distributing, selling and offering to sell a right to participate in a
scheme to generate or transmit electricity in the State of Maine in violation of the Unfair
Trade Practices Act;
C.

Permanently enjoining Defendants from representing to consumers that

consumers can receive free electricity by participating in their scheme;
D.

Permanently enjoining Defendants from representing to consumers that their

plan to generate free electricity is an income opportunity;
E.

Declaring that ail contracts entered into between Defendants and Maine

consumers by the use of methods and practices declared unlawful are rescinded and
requiring Defendants to disgorge all funds received from Maine consumers to participate in
the generation, sale or transmission of electricity;
F.

Assessing a civil penalty in the amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000)

per intentional violation of the Unfair Trade Practices Act;
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G.

Requiring Defendants to pay ail costs and attorneys fees for the prosecution

and investigation of this action, as provided by 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 of the Unfair Trade
Practices Act; and
H.

Providing such other and further equitable relief as justice and equity may

require, including an accounting of all moneys collected and expended by Defendants from
Maine residents in connection with the energy generating scheme.

G. STEVEN ROWE
Attorney General of Maine
FRANCIS ACKERMAN
Chief, Public Protection Division

Dated: July 26, 2001
Maine Bar No. 3631
Assistant Attorney General
Public Protection Division
Maine Department of the Attorney General
6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333-0006
(207) 626-8800
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CERTIFICATE OF AUTHENTICITY
OF PUBLIC RECORD

I, Linda J, Conti________ __________

, declare, pursuant to Title 28, Section 1746

of the United States Code, that I am employed by Office of Attorney General, State of Maine
and that I am authorized to certify that each of the records attached hereto is a true and accurate
copy of an official record or report, or of a document recorded or filed in a public office.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated this

?

(h
_ day of September, 2008.
?
Name: Linda J. Conti
Title: Assistant Attorney General
Address: Office of Attorney General
6 State House Station
Augusta ME 04333-006

STATE OF MAME
KENNEBEC, SS.

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-01

STATE OF MAINE,

)
)
Plaintiff
)
)
v.
)
)
DANIEL DAVIS d/b/a DIVERSIFIED
)
TECHNOLOGY and DENNIS LEE
)
d/b/a UNITED COMMUNITY SERVICES )
OF AMERICA AND BETTER WORLD
)
TECHNOLOGIES,
)
)
Defendants
)

AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR
INJUNCTIVE AND
OTHER RELIEF

Plaintiff, the State of Maine, by its Attorney General, brings this action against
Defendants, Daniel Davis d/b/a Diversified Technology and Dennis Lee, d/b/a United
Community Services of America and Better World Technologies (hereinafter “UCSA /
BWT”) and states as follows:
JURISDICTION AND VENUE
1.

This action is brought for and on behalf of the State of Maine, by G. Steven

Rowe, its Attorney General, pursuant to the provisions of the Unfair Trade Practices Act,
(“UTPA”) 5 M.R.S.A. § 207, and his common law authority as Attorney General to
represent the People of the State of Maine.
2.

Venue for this action properly lies in Kennebec County, Maine, pursuant to

5M.R.S.A. §209.

PARTIES
3.

The Attorney General of the State of Maine, is charged, inter alia, with the

enforcement of the Unfair Trade Practices Act, 5 M.R.S.A. § 205-A et seq.
4.

Defendant Daniel Davis (hereafter referred to as “Davis”), an individual

doing business as Diversified Technology, resides at the address of 3 Getchell Street,
Winslow, Maine. Diversified Technology has a mailing address of P.O. Box 8076,
Winslow, Maine 04901. .
5.

Defendant Dennis Lee d/b/a Better World Technology and United

Community Services of America claims to promote cutting edge technology in the energy
field. United Community Services of America and Better World Technology (hereinafter
"USCA/BWT") have a mailing address of P.O. Box 636, Newfoundland, New Jersey
07435.
COMMERCE
6.

Subsection 1 of the Unfair Trade Practices Act defines “trade” and

“commerce” as follows:
“Trade” and “commerce” shall include the advertising,
offering for sale, sale or distribution of any services and any
property, tangible or intangible, real, personal or mixed, and
any other article, commodity or thing of value wherever
situate, and shall include any trade or commerce directly or
indirectly affecting the people of this State.
7.

The Defendants were at all times relevant hereto engaged in trade and

commerce in the State of Maine by advertising, promoting, offering for sale, selling and
distributing intangible property, specifically, the right to invest or participate in a program
to generate and sell electricity and other products described on a website address
www.ucsofa.com.
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FACTS
8.

During the winter of 2001, Defendants advertised a product, which if

installed in the consumer’s home they claim will produce enough electricity to eliminate
the homeowner’s electric bill and allow the homeowner to make money by selling excess
electricity generated.
9.

Defendants make various representations in a videotape presentation

including that they will install the device in the home and continue to own, maintain and
service it. The homeowner gets free electricity and the company gets income from selling
the extra electricity generated.
10.

According to the Defendants' written representations, it costs $5 to sign up

now. After 1.6 million consumers have signed up, the cost will increase to $1,000 or
$2,000. According to the Defendants, 840,000 people have signed up at this time.
11.

Defendants are holding a meeting on July 28, 2001 from 7:00 p.m. to 11:00

p.m. in Oakland, Maine to promote this opportunity to Maine residents.

Defendants have

told Maine residents, “Toward the end of the evening, you will be given an incredible
opportunity to become directly involved with our project and earn a very handsome income
as well.”
13.

Defendants’ representations that the device to be installed in homes will

produce free electricity, is false. In fact, it is not scientifically possible for the machine to
perform as represented.
14.

The connection of electric lines on residential premises to the power supply

grid in order to provide power back into that grid would be subject to either "net metering
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arrangements" between the residential consumer and the regulated transmission and
distribution utility in the area (e.g., CMP) as approved by the Maine Public Utilities
Commission, or to rules governing power generators issued by the New England Power
Pool ("NEPOOL") and the Independent System Operator for New England ("ISO-NE") as
approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC"). Although Defendants'
representations both written and on the video tape lack specifics as to the distribution of
electricity generated in homes would occur, if that power is sold at retail directly to Maine
consumers, the supplier would also require a license from the Maine Public Utilities
Commission as a competitive electricity provider.
15.

At this time the Maine Public Utilities Commission staff has no information

that leads it to believe that Diversified Technology has either obtained or applied for any of
these authorities, or made alternative arrangements with NEPOOL participants.
16.

Any attempt to connect to power lines without a contract with the local

transmission and distribution utility is unlawful and poses considerable safety issues,
17.

In addition to the free electricity program, Dennis Lee offers other products

on his website, including but not limited to brown gas, gentle jack and hydro-weed. A copy
of the web page describing these products is attached hereto as exhibit A,
18.

The claims that Defendant Lee makes about the products offered for sale at

the website are unsubstantiated and untrue.
19.

Defendant Lee offers dealerships to persons who wish to market these

products. According to the website, dealerships cost between $30,000 and $100,000. A
copy of the web page offering dealerships for sale is attached here to as exhibit B.
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20.

Also according to Defendant Davis, the defendants are promoting a discount

buying club which allows consumers for a fee to purchase Lee's products at a discount and
to recruit new members to the discount buying club.
APPLICABLE STATUTES
21.

Pursuant to the UTPA, 5 M.R.S.A. § 207:
Unfair methods of competition and unfair or deceptive acts
or practices in the conduct of any trade or commerce are
declared unlawful.

22.

Pursuant to 10 M.R.S.A. § 1212(1)(E):
A person engages in a deceptive trade practice when, in the
course of his business, vocation or occupation, he
[Represents that goods or services have sponsorship,
approval, characteristics, ingredients, uses, benefits or
quantities that they do not have..,.

VIOLATIONS
COUNT I
(Violation of the Unfair Trade Practices Act - Deceptive Conduct)
23.

The Plaintiff repeats the preceding paragraphs of the complaint.

24.

Defendants, through their conduct set forth herein above, have engaged in a

course of trade or commerce which constitutes unfair and deceptive conduct declared
unlawful under 5 M.R.S.A. § 207, by promoting an opportunity to invest in a plan to
generate and distribute free electricity and other products offered for sale on a website that
are purely fictitious.
25.

The Defendants’ conduct as described in this Count constitutes deceptive

acts or practices and intentional violations of 5 M.R.S.A. § 207.
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REMEDIES
18.

5 M.R.S.A. § 209 provides:
Whenever the Attorney General has reason to believe that
any person is using or is about to use any method, act or
practice declared by section 207 to be unlawful, and that
proceedings would be in the public interest, he may bring
an action in the name of the State against such person to
restrain by temporary or permanent injunction the use of
such method, act or practice and the court may make such
other orders or judgments as may be necessary to restore to
any person who has suffered any ascertainable loss by
reason of the use or employment of such unlawful method,
act or practice, any moneys or property, real or personal,'
which may have been acquired by means of such method,
act or practice.

23.

5 M.R.S.A. § 209 also provides that each intentional violation of section 207

in which the Attorney General establishes that the conduct giving rise to the violation is
either unfair or deceptive is a violation for which a civil penalty of not more than $10,000
shall be adjudged.
24,

5 M.R.S.A. § 209 provides that in any action under this section where a

permanent injunction is issued, the court may order the person against whom the permanent
injunction has been issued to pay the State the costs of the investigation of that person by
the Attorney General and the costs of the suit.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff requests that this honorable Court enter an order:
A.

Finding that the Defendants have violated 5 M.R.S.A. § 207, the Maine

Unfair Trade Practices Act, by making misrepresentations to consumers regarding its free
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energy scheme, products advertised on its website www.ucsofa.com, dealerships and
discount buying club;
B.

Permanently enjoining Defendants from engaging in the business of

advertising, marketing, distributing, selling and offering to sell a right to participate in a
scheme to generate or transmit electricity in the State of Maine in violation of the Unfair
Trade Practices Act;
C.

Permanently enjoining Defendants from representing to consumers that

consumers can receive free electricity by participating in their scheme;
D.

Permanently enjoining Defendants from representing to consumers that their

plan to generate free electricity is an income opportunity;
E.

Permanently enjoining Defendants from selling their products, dealerships

or discount buying clubs to Maine residents.
F.

Declaring that all contracts entered into between Defendants and Maine

consumers by the use of methods and practices declared unlawful are rescinded and
requiring Defendants to disgorge all funds received from Maine consumers;
G.

Assessing a civil penalty in the amount of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000)

per intentional violation of the Unfair Trade Practices Act;
H.

Requiring Defendants to pay all costs and attorneys fees for the prosecution

and investigation of this action, as provided by 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 of the Unfair Trade
Practices Act; and
I.

Providing such other and further equitable relief as justice and equity may

require, including an accounting of all moneys collected and expended by Defendants from
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Maine residents for any products that they have sold, including but not limited to, products
advertised on their website, dealerships or discount buying club memberships.

G. STEVEN ROWE

Attorney General of Maine
FRANCIS ACKERMAN

Chief, Public Protection Division

Dated: August 14, 2001
Lir

Ma
Assistant Attorney General
Public Protection Division
Maine Department of the Attorney General
6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333-0006
(207) 626-8800
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Products Page

United Community Services of America
To watch the videos on this web site you need a RealPlayer G2 ™ Video player. For instructions on how to install a free one, go to the Free
Electricity Page. Help us start a grass roots movement and share this website with everyone you knowi We hope you enjoy our new look! To

watch all the videos and more, on your own VCR go to Free Look Go to our Home

page.

Browns Gas
Browns Gas Is a Unique Gas That Allows You
To Cut, Braze and Weld While Making The
Gas ON-SITE From WATER Very
Inexpensively!!
Power Controller
The Power Controller Puts A Stop To
Excessive Electrical Usage!
Gentle Jack
The worlds first and only Vibrationless and
Noiseless Jackhammer. 1/5th the Operating
Cost of a Conventional JackHammer And
Portable Too! Put The GentleJack and The
Compressor In The Back Of a Pick-up Truck.

For Product
information go to
Products. More
Products and New
Products, and for a
Dealership.
Opportunity

Free
Electricity
Update

Hydro-Weed
The Environmental Clean-Up Product For the
21st Century! Hydro-Weed is One of Nature’s
Non-chemical Wonders. Because HydroWeed will NOT Release Soaked up oil or
Other Hydrocarbons, it is the Ideal Product
for Cleaning up any Type of Oil or Chemical
Spill.
BWTTF Sealant
TF Sealant fs an all-in-one General-Purpose
Soil Additive. TF Sealant is an
Environmentally Safe, Low Cost Liquid
Solution, Which Will Effectively Control
Problems Associated With Dust Pollution,
Soil Erosion, and Base Failure.
Go here for

More Products

Following is the
Alternative public show,
Act t Act 2 AcL3.
NegawatS Tesla Coil Demo

http://www.ucsofa.com/products.htm

EXHIBIT

7/ 26/2001
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Products Page

Neutrino Demo
Medica! La se r Camera

Table of Contents
Home Frequently Asked Questions
Free Look Dealership Op portu nity Free Electricity Update
Real Fdayer Problems Answer to Critics Talk Show
Products
Browns Gas Power Controller Hydro Weed Gentiejack
BWT IT Sealant
More Products
Oil Muncher Fire Interceptor Toys Sonic Bloom
Laundry Balls Fire Bamer Safety frap

Bandit

New Products
Eco Fan Kepler Buoy

Products More Products New Products Dealership Opportunity
This site utilizes the latest in Browser technology and is best viewed with
Netscape Navigator or Microsoft Internet Explorer.

[ Home ] [ Up ] [ Browns Gas ] [ Power Controller ] [ Gentiejack ] [ BWT TF Sealant ]
[ Hydro-W eed ] [ Y2K Lamp ]
Send mail to lnfo@ucsofa.com with questions or comments about this web site.

http://www.ucsofa.com/products.htm
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Dealership Op.

United Community Services of America
To watch the videos on this web site you need a RealPlayer G2 ™ Video player. For Instructions on how to install a free one, go to the Free1
Electricity Page, Help us start a grass roots movement and share this website with everyone you know! We hope you enjoy our new look! To

watch all the videos and more, on your own VCR go to Free Look

Go to our Home

page.
For Product
information go
to Products.
More
Products and
New
Products, and
for a
Dealership
.Qpportunjty

Dealership Opportunity
On this page you will find the most incredible opportunity of this century!
Watch the video and see and hear Dennis Lee tell you the value of a
United Community Services of America dealership, and how you can
become involved in marketing all the exciting products you have seen at
this web site and any new technology that we come up with in the future.
Click on this link to watch. Dealership Opportunity

Free
Electricity
Update

If after watching the video you wish to proceed further and submit an
offer to buy out an existing UCSA dealer. Please fill out the following
form and print it. You may fax it to UCSA 973-492-3572 or send it along
with the "good faith deposit" to the address at the bottom of the form.
You MUST initial every space and SIGN the form to make it a valid offer.
Please understand that UCSA Dealerships have re-sold for as much as
$100,000.00. We may be able to find a dealer willing to re-sell for as little
as $30,000.00, however any offer less than five figures will not be taken
seriously.

OFFER TO BUY A UCSA DEALERSHIP
Applicants Name:
Address:
City:
State:

1

Zip:
Business Phone:
Home Phone:
Fax:
http://www.ucsofa.com/Dealerop.htm

7/26/2001

Page 2 of 4

Dealership Op.

l/we do hereby make an offer to buy a UCSA dealership (in whole or in
part). Prior to making the offer, l/we do hereby make the following
representations: (in each cast the offeree MUST initial the line to the far right
of the agreement)

AA AA

l/we have either read, or agree to read "The Alternative" book written by
Dennis Lee. (we shall have read it prior to the time allotted for us to
withdraw from this offer with a full refund of a good faith deposit on our
offer).
Initials

I ~

l/we have watched the "Technical Revolution" videos.

AA

Initials I
l/we affirm that neither UCSA or BWT are making any promises about when
technologies will be advanced to the market in the future. The only promise
is for UCSA to try their best to find me/us the owner of a UCSA dealership
who is willing to accept our (reasonable) offer.

AA

Initials --------l/we will not be risking the welfare or security of my/our family by purchasing
a UCSA dealership with our offer.

AA

Initials ! ...
l/we have the financial capability to back my/our offer and l/we understand
that we may be called upon, at any time after our option to withdraw from it,
to do so.

AA

Initials I___ __
l/we agree to review the Prospective Dealer Starter Kit which l/we will be
receiving if UCSA believes that our offer is a serious and reasonable offer,
and further agree to notify UCSA, in writing, within (7) seven days if its
receipt to cancel our offer if there is anything in the information that makes
us wish to change my/our mind(s). l/we understand that if l/we do not
cancel our offer in writing at such time, then l/we will waive our right to do so
until the offer has expired through time, if l/we cancel our offer in this timely
manner, l/we shall receive a prompt return of any deposit monies posted to
show good faith, l/we understand that if there is no notice sent or faxed to
UCSA in writing within (7) seven days of our receiving the starter kit, then
the offer will be posted and if l/we wish to withdraw the offer at a later date,
l/we shall then forfeit the good faith deposit (with the exception that if the
date for UCSA to find a seller has lapsed, there will be a prompt refund).
initials I
My/our offer to buy an existing UCSA dealership free and clear of any

encumbrances with I . ___ i% ownership passing to us, the offeree, (spell
out the terms and conditions of the offer and be specific). We offer to pay
$

for a UCSA dealership, and

http://www.ucsofa.com/DeaIerop.htm

7/26/2001
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Dealership Op.

y |

(Note: You may offer to pay just one dollar more than any other offeree to get
the next available dealership. If so, the statement is what you should fill in
above. Whatever you write will be the offer. The higher the bid, the better your
chances. If you need any sort of terms like monthly payments write that, the
more you pay up front in cash the greater the odds of success with the bid.)
My offer is good until I ..... .... ...... ...._
J, at which time, it will be
withdrawn if none of the existing dealers are interested.
l/we would consider a counter offer in or around the range that l/we are
offering...
yes ^ no
As a gesture of "good faith" to accompany our offer and show you our
sincerity, we are willing to post a non refundable security deposit of
$1"
l/we realize that this security deposit will only be
refunded if UCSA is not successful at finding a taker for our offer prior to the
time frame indicated above, l/we will, then, expect a prompt return of our
deposit. Likewise, l/we reserve the right to withdraw the offer in the event that
l/we change our mind after receiving the Dealer Starter Kit with the contract
and the book that relates the history of the project thus far. l/we realize that we
have (7) seven days from the date of its arrival to examine it and change our
minds with a full refund of this deposit. Otherwise, if l/we change our minds
about making this offer, then we will lose our "good faith" deposit, (note: NO
OFFER WILL BE TAKEN SERIOUSLY WITHOUT A GOOD FAITH DEPOSIT.
WE RECOMMEND A DEPOSIT OF 10% OF THE OFFER).
Bill my:

Visa C MasterCard

American Express for my deposit:

Name on card:
Card Number:

;.... ...... j

Exp. date:
Signature of cardholder:

.............. ...........2

^ I will send a check ^ I will send a money order other
Signature of Offeree:

i

Signature of Co-Offeree:

i

http://www.ucsofa.com/Dealerop.htm

7/26/2001
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Dealership Op.

make checks payable to United Community Services of America and send to:
United Community Services of America P.O. Box 636 Newfoundland, NJ 07435

To expedite your bid, fax this form to (973) 492-3572
T Submjt Offer j. Reset |

T.ab|e of C ontents

Home Frequently Asked Questions
Free Look Dealership Opportunity Free Electricity Update
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, SS.

STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.
DANIEL DAVIS d/b/a DIVERSIFIED
TECHNOLOGY and DENNIS LEE
d/b/a UNITED COMMUNITY SERVICES
OF AMERICA AND BETTER WORLD
TECHNOLOGIES,
Defendants

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-01-

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

MOTION FOR EXP ARTE
TEMPORARY RESTRAINING
ORDER 4

Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A.§ 209, 13-A M.R.S.A.§§ 1201 through 1217 andM.R. Civ.P.
65(b), Plaintiff State of Maine hereby moves for a temporary restraining order prohibiting the
Defendants, Daniel Davis d/b/a Diversified Technology and Dennis Lee d/b/a United
Community Services of America and Better World Technologies, from promoting the sale of a
fictitious free energy generating machine in the State of Maine.
WHEREFORE, for the reasons set forth in the Complaint, Memorandum of Law and
affidavits submitted in support of this Motion, the State requests that the Defendants be enjoined
from promoting the sale of a fictitious free energy generating machine to Maine residents. The
State also requests that the Defendants be required to provide an accounting of any money they
have raised from promoting the scheme in Maine pending a hearing on a preliminary injunction.
Respectfully submitted,
G. STEVEN ROWE
Attorney General of Maine

FRANCIS ACKERMAN
Chief, Public Protection Division

Dated; July 26, 2001
LINDA J. CONTI /
Maine Bar No. 3631
Assistant Attorney General
Public Protection Division
Maine Department of the Attorney General
6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333-0006
(207) 626-8800
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, SS.

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO.CV-Ol-

STATE OF MAINE,

)
)
Plaintiff
)
)
v.
)
)
DANIEL DAVIS d/b/a DIVERSIFIED
)
TECHNOLOGY and DENNIS LEE
)
d/b/a UNITED COMMUNITY SERVICES )
OF AMERICA AND BETTER WORLD
)
TECHNOLOGIES,
)
)
Defendants
)

MEMORANDUM OF LAW
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
FOR EXPARTE TEMPORARY
RESTRAINING ORDER

This action seeks a temporary restraining order to prevent the Defendants, Daniel
Davis d/b/a Diversified Technology and Dennis Lee d/b/a United Community Services of
America and Better World Technologies (hereinafter "UCSA/BWT") from promoting the
sale of a fictitious free energy generating machine in the State of Maine. The State of
Maine seeks this relief pursuant to M.R.Civ.P. 65 and 5 M.R.S.A. § 209.
FACTUAL BACKGROUND
In February 2001, the Attorney General learned that the defendants were
advertising in Maine. Detective Jack Nichols, an employee of the Attorney General’s
office, ordered and received the videotape that was advertised. See Affidavit of Jack
Nichols f 2-4 (hereinafter “Nichols Affidavit”). In July 2001 Detective Nichols was invited
to a live promotional demonstration that is to take place on July 28, 2001 from 7:00 p.m. to
11:00 p.m. in Oakland, Maine. Nichols Affidavit 1 6 and Exhibit 4 thereto. Defendants
have advertised that at the end of the evening, persons in attendance will be given an

opportunity to get involved and to earn a handsome income. See Affidavit of Gladys Gugan
13 and Exhibit A thereto at p. 6. (hereinafter “Gugan Affidavit”).
Defendants’ promotional materials claim that consumers can sign up for free
electricity for $5. Nichols Affidavit f 2 and Exhibit 1 thereto. Defendants represent that the
meeting on the 28th is in an auditorium that seats 800 people. Gugan Affidavit f 3 and
Exhibit A thereto at p.6. Defendants further represent that 840,000 people have signed up
for their program nationwide. Gugan Affidavit

and Exhibit A thereto at p.6. After 1.6

million people have signed up, Defendants say, the cost to sign up increases to $1,000.
Nichols Affidavit^ 2 and Exhibit 1 thereto. Defendants have also stated that the cost will
increase to $2,000 after August 15, 2001. Gugan Affidavit f3 and Exhibit A thereto at p. 6.
Having learned of the July 28th meeting, the Attorney General forwarded the video
to Ralph Sweet, an expert in electrical engineering. Mr. Sweet reviewed the video. See
Affidavit of Ralph Sweet %4 (hereinafter "Sweet Affidavit"). In his opinion, the claims
made in the video are “science fiction”. Sweet Affidavit f 12. In short, the machine to be
demonstrated at the scheduled meeting cannot possibly provide free electricity.
ARGUMENT
The State of Maine has Satisfied the Standards for
Issuance of a Temporary Restraining Order
Four criteria ordinarily must be met in order to obtain preliminary injunctive relief.
These criteria are:
1.

Plaintiff will suffer irreparable harm if an injunction is not granted;

2.

Such irreparable harm outweighs any harm to the defendant;

3.

Plaintiff has a likelihood of success on the merits; and
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4.

The public interest is not adversely affected by the granting of relief.

Ingraham v. University of Maine at Orono. 441 A.2d 691, 693 (Me. 1980). However, when
the Attorney General seeks an order to restrain continuing violations of a state statute, he
need not establish that the State will suffer irreparable harm if the injunction is not granted,
or that the injury to the Plaintiff outweighs any harm to the Defendant caused by the
issuance of the injunction. See State v, Sirois. 478 A,2d 1117, 1121-22 (Me. 1984); U.V.
Industries. Inc, v. Posner. 466 F. Supp. 1251, 1255-56 (D.Me. 1979).
As the District Court explained in U.V. Industries:
The rationale for such an exception with respect to injunction
suits, which are ‘creatures of statute’, is that the party
bringing the suit is acting to vindicate the public interest....
As the Supreme Court stated in Hecht v, Bowles. 321 U.S.
321, 331 (1944): ‘Standards of the public interest no the
requirement of private litigation, measure the propriety and
need for injunctive relief in these cases.’
466 F. Supp. at 1256. Accordingly, the State must only establish that it has a likelihood of
success on the merits and that the public interest will not be adversely affected by the
granting of the relief requested. The Complaint and affidavits submitted in support of this
Motion and this Memorandum satisfy these two criteria.
The State of Maine has a Likelihood of Success on the Merits
Pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, the Attorney General may bring an action for a
temporary restraining order whenever the Attorney General has reason to believe that any
person is using or is about to use any method, act or practice declared by section 207 to be
unlawful and that such proceedings would be in the public interest. In this case the
Attorney General believes that the Defendants have violated 5 M.R.S.A. § 207, by offering
and selling Maine residents an opportunity to receive free electricity and to possibly
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generate income from this opportunity based upon patently false representations. These
facts are established in the affidavits of Jack Nichols, Gladys Gugan and Ralph Sweet
submitted in support of the State’s Motion. Defendants have arranged to hold a meeting on
July 28th to promote their scheme in a high school auditorium that will hold 800 people.
The Attorney General believes that the public interest requires that Defendants be enjoined
from taking any money from Maine consumers based upon these false claims.
The Public Interest will not be Adversely Affected by the
Granting of the Requested Relief
The public interest will not be adversely affected by an order which restrains
violations of State statutes designed to protect the public. Indeed, the granting of the relief
requested is necessary in order to promote and secure the public interest.
This Court Should Grant the State’s Request for Relief in this Litigation
Once it is determined that the State is entitled to a temporary restraining order, the
issue remains as to the terms of that injunction. The State requests that Defendants should
be immediately enjoined from selling or promoting their electricity generating scheme and
that the Defendants be required to provide an accounting of any money they raise from
promoting the scheme in Maine.
No Bond Should Be Required of the State of Maine
The Plaintiff in this action is the State of Maine. Accordingly, no bond should be
required. Moreover, the Defendants can suffer no legally cognizable damage from the
issuance of the requested temporary restraining order.
No Ten Day Letter Should Be Required
Prior to bringing a lawsuit to enforce the Unfair Trade Practices Act, the Attorney
General is required to give defendants ten days notice of his intended action. 5 M.R.S.A.§
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209. However, the Attorney General may proceed without such notice upon a showing of
facts by affidavit of immediate irreparable harm to the consumers of the State. The
affidavits of Jack Nichols, Gladys Gugan and Ralph Sweet demonstrate that Maine
residents are being solicited to participate in this unlawful scheme on Saturday night, July
28, 2001, in Oakland. The State has an interest in stopping the Defendants from collecting
money at this meeting by representing that in exchange for $5 or $1,000 or $2,000 they
will receive free electricity. Because the scheme cannot work as represented, the
Defendants should also be enjoined from representing that the plan presents any kind of
income opportunity. See Affidavit of Ralph Sweet f 12.
Detective Jack Nichols has made attempts to find an address for Dennis Lee. The
only address that Lee uses is a P.O. Box in New Jersey. We have information that Lee will
be in Maine on the 28th of July at Messalonskee High School auditorium. Because Lee is
difficult to find and may be impossible to find once he leaves the state, we believe that it is
necessary to serve him on the 28th when he is in the state; The monetary harm suffered or
to be suffered by Maine citizens will increase with each day Defendants’ conduct
continues unrestrained. It is highly unlikely that effective relief can be obtained once
Dennis Lee leaves the State. It is believed that the circumstances of this case, involving a
patently false presentation to some 800 Maine residents on July 28, 2001 demonstrates
immediate harm to consumers and provides good cause to waive the ten day letter
requirement imposed by 5 M.R.S.A. § 209.
In addition to ten day notice pursuant to 5 M.R.S.A. § 209, M.R.Civ. P, 65 requires
the attorney for the moving party to certify in an affidavit attempts made to notify the
responding party. As set forth in Detective Nichols’ affidavit the State has been unable to
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locate Dennis Lee. See Affidavit of Linda Conti ^3. We will try to contact y Mr. Davis,
who apparently resides in Winslow, Maine regarding ex parte motion for temporary
restraining order today.

CONCLUSION
The Plaintiff, based upon the Complaint and the Affidavits submitted in support of
this Memorandum, has satisfied the applicable criteria for the issuance of a temporary
restraining order. Accordingly, this Court should order the relief requested by the
Plaintiffs.

Respectfully submitted,
G. STEVEN ROWE
Attorney General of Maine
FRANCIS ACKERMAN
Chief, Public Protection Division

Dated: July 26, 2001

Public Protection Division
Maine Department of the Attorney General
6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333-0006
(207) 626-8800
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, ss.

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-01-148

STATE OF MAINE,
Plaintiff
v.

ORDER ON PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR SANCTIONS

DANIEL D A V ISd/b/a
DIVERSIFIED TECHNOLOGY
and DENNIS LEE d / b / a
UNITED COMMUNITY
SERVICES OF AMERICA AND
BETTER WORLD TECHNOLOGIES,
Defendants
This matter is before the court on plaintiffs motion for sanctions. On August 9,
2002, the State of Maine moved to compel discovery alleging that it served first request
for documents by mail on the defendant Dennis Lee on January 15, 2002, and that the
defendant responded with various objections. The State further alleged on March 27,
2002, the State served a second round of discovery on the defendant, Dennis Lee, and
that the State had received no response. The State further alleges that a discussion was
held between the parties on July 1, 2002, resulting in a letter to the court requesting a
hearing on the issue. In response to the request for hearing, the court issued an order
dated July 31, 2002, directing the plaintiff to file a motion to compel. On October 25,
2002, the court issued its order on the State of Maine's motion to compel discovery. The
order reads as follows:
Within thirty (30 days), the defendants will provide the documents
requested in the plaintiffs January 15, 2002 requests no. 1, 6, 13, 14, 15, 18;
defendants will provide and the plaintiff will comply with proprietary
protection in the usual form from disclosure to any other party except as is
necessary by the Department of the Maine Attorney General to litigate this
case with regard to requests no. 2, 4, 8, 10, 12, 21; with respect to other

objections/ the motion to compel is DENIED; within thirty (30) days the
defendants shall provide the documents requested by plaintiff in its
document request of March 27, 2002; within thirty (30) days the
defendants shall provide the documents requested by plaintiff in its
document request of March 27, 2002; within thirty (30) days defendants
shall provide answers under oath of interrogatories submitted by the
plaintiff dated March 27/ 2002; within 30 days defendants will file with the
court requested language of protection of proprietary information; failure
to comply will result in sanctions appropriate to the violation of the order.
Subsequently/ on November 12/ 2002/ the defendant/ Dennis Lee/ acting in the
absence of his counsel due to medical emergency/ filed a motion for extension of time.
This was followed up on November 15 with a motion for extension of time by Maine
counsel for defendant. On November 25/ 2002/ the court issued an order including
among other things:
1.
Defendant is granted additional time to file responses to
discovery until January 31/ 2003.
2.
The discovery deadline is extended to January 31/ 2003.
On February 4, 2003/ the State of Maine filed a motion for sanctions referencing
its request for production of documents of January 15/ 2002/ and second request for
protection of documents and interrogatories on March 277, 2002.

The State also

references this court's order of October 25/ 2002/ and the court's order enlarging the
deadline of November 25/ 2002. The State goes on to state/ "it is now February 4y2003/
and the State has not received a single document or interrogatory response."
Defendant Dennis Lee has filed a memorandum in opposition to the motion for
sanctions requesting alternative dispute resolution and further arguing that the
proprietary information of the defendant should not be discovered by the State while
settlement discussions are taking place.
This court has issued its order with respect to discovery. It was incumbent upon
defendants to request any further enlargements of time for whatever reason. But for
this lack of discovery/ this matter would be in order for trial.
2

A c c o r d in g ly , it is h e r e b y O R D E R E D :

(1)
This case is removed from the trial list.
(2)
Defendant, Dennis Lee, will appear at the Kennebec County
Superior Court in Augusta on March 14, 2003, at 9:00 a.m. to show cause
why he should not suffer the sanction of default for failure to comply with
the orders of this court in providing discovery as part of this civil
proceeding.
(3)
Defendant, Dennis Lee, will bring with him all documents
and answers to interrogatories requested by the plaintiff in this
proceeding.
(4)
In addition to any other sanctions, the defendant will
reimburse the plaintiff the costs associated with this order to show cause
and refusal to comply with the discovery order.

Dated: March

, 2003
Donald H. Marden
Justice, Superior Court

3

SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-01-148

STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, SS.

STATE OF MAINE,

)
)
Plaintiff
)
)
V.
)
)
DANIEL DAVIS
)
d/b/a DIVERSIFIED TECHNOLOGY
)
AND DENNIS LEE
)
d/b/a UNITED COMMUNITY SERVICES OF
,>
AMERICA AND BETTER WORLD TECHNOLOGIES, ' )
)
Defendants
)

CONSENT DECREE
AND ORDER

Plaintiff State of Maine, having filed the Complaint in this matter against
Defendants, Daniel Davis d/b/a Diversified Technology (hereinafter 'Davis”) and Dennis Lee
d/b/a United Community Services o f America and Better World Technologies (hereinafter
“Lee”), and Defendantshaving consented to the entry of this Consent Decree and Order, for
purposes o f settlement only, without this Decree constituting evidence against or admission by
any party as to any issue of fact or law other than as to jurisdiction and without trial of any issue
of feet or law, NOW THEREFORE, upon consent of the parties hereto, IT IS HEREBY
ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED AS FOLLOWS;

L JURISDICTION
1.

This. Court has jurisdiction over the Plaintiff and Defendants and the subject

matter of this action. The Complaint states a claim for relief under 5 M.RE.A. § 207 (Unfair
Trade Practices Act).

H. INJUNCTION
2.

Defendant Dennis Lee, Ms officers,, directors, employees, agents, representatives,

successors, assigns, and those in active concert or participation with him, who receive actual
notice of this injunction are permanently enjoined from engaging in the following acts or
practices:
a.

selling or advertising for sale dealerships in the State of Maine;

b.

selling or advertising discount buying chibs in the State of Maine;

c.

selling or advertising any products in the Sate of Maine;

d.

demonstrating, promoting, installing, advertising of selling generators, or any
electricity producing device in the State of Maine; and

3. Defendant Dennis Lee, his officers, directors, employees, agents* representatives,
successors, assigns and those in active concert or participation with him who receive
actual notice of this injunction shall clearly and conspicuously state on Ms website
that the products and services advertised thereon are not for sale in the State of
Maine.

4. Defendant Daniel Davis, d/b/a Diversified Technologies, his officers, directors,
employees, agents, representatives, successors, assigns and those in active concert or
participation with him are permanently enjoined horn operating a United Community
Services of America, Better World Technologies dealersMp or any other services or
products sold or distributed by Dennis Lee in the State of Maine,
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IV. COSTS
5.

Defendant Dennis Lee shall pay the State of Maine Attorney General $2,500 for

its costs incurred in this matter upon his execution of this Consent Decree and $2,500 ninety (90)
days thereafter.

IV. RETENTION Off JURISDICTION
6.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose of enabling any of the parties

to this Consent Decree and Order to apply to the Court at any time for further order and
directions as may b:e necessary or appropriate for the construction, enforcement, or execution o f
this Consent Decree and Order. Each and every violation of this Consent Decree and Order shall
be treated as a separate contempt thereof.
VI, EFFECTIVE DATE
7..

This Order shall be effective immediately upon entry.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED
Dated:

WE CONSENT:
G. STEVEN ROWE
ATTORNEY GENERAL

Dated:
Assistant Attorney General
6 State-House Station
Augusta, Maine Ö4333
Tèi (207) 626-8800
Attorneys for the State of Maine

3

3fl2ß$

Dated:^

M. SIJZAN^MCM AHON, ESQ.

Corporate'tíoimsel
United Community Services of America, Inc.
45 Carey Avenue
Butler, NJ 07405

Ronald W. Bourget, Esq.
1/
Me. Bar No 3125
Bourget & Bourget, P.A
64 State Street
Augusta, Maine 04333*5124
Attorneys for Defendant Dennis Lee
The undersigned acknowledges that by his signature hereon the provisions provided in Part II
herein bind him.
Dated

0 3

Dennis Lee

Dated:
Daniel Davis
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A Review of Scientific Claims by Dennis Lee and Better World Technologies

I attended two public presentations of Dennis Lee and Better World Technologies, and
viewed video recordings and examined materials relating to other presentations.

In

particular, I viewed video tapes of Mr. Lee’s presentation in Maine on 7/ 28/01; and
three videos dated 4/29/02: “The Christian Testimony of Dennis Lee,” dated 4/29/02
(Exhibit 33); “Tired of High Electric Bills? What if You Never Had To Pay Another
Energy Bill Again In Your Life?,” (Exhibit 34); and “North American Special Discount
Associates Club, NASDAC, Technologies That Save,” (Exhibit 35).

I also read a

lengthy deposition of Mr. Daniel Davis, who was identified as a United Community
Services dealer.

This was not my first exposure to Dennis Lee.

I have therefore summarized my

experience as it relates to Mr. Lee and his presentations with Better World
Technologies, ending with his presentation in Oakland, Maine on July 28, 2001.

HACKENSACK, NEW JERSEY
August 12, 1997

At the request of an NBC News producer, I accompanied an NBC camera crew to
Hackensack, NJ to witness what had been billed as a demonstration of a perpetual
motion machine.

Specifically, it was claimed that the machine would operate

continuously, generating electricity with no external source of power or fuel.

With this

machine, according to an ad placed in the Wall Street Journal by Dennis Lee and
Better World Technologies, it would be possible to “Never Pay An Electric Bill Again.”
Unfortunately, such machines, so-called “perpetual motion machines,” do not and
cannot exist. They would violate either the First or the Second Law of
Thermodynamics.
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The First Law of Thermodynamics, also known as the Conservation of Energy, states
that energy can be neither created nor destroyed. Energy can , however, change form.
Coal, for example, represents a reservoir of chemical energy, created millions of years
ago by the action of sunlight on growing plants.

In a coal-fired power plant,

chemical energy in the coal is converted to heat energy. The heat is converted to
mechanical energy in a steam turbine. The mechanical energy is used to drive an
electric generator which supplies power to the grid.

The electrical energy can be used

to produce the artificial illumination needed to grow plants indoors, completing the
cycle.

It should be noted, however, that the energy available after each conversion,

properly measured, can never increase.

In fact, the energy available after each

conversion is always somewhat reduced, due to unavoidable losses, including friction in
the machinery, radiative losses, even sound generation. Any claim of an overall
energy increase is in error.

Mr. Lee’s promise of free electricity hasn’t changed in the years since that
presentation in Hackensack, but the technology Lee proposes to use to generate the
electricity keeps changing.

In 1997, Lee was promising to install something he called

the “Fisher engine” in homes.

Connected to an electric generator, Lee claimed, the

Fisher engine would generate fifteen times as much electricity as a typical homeowner
would need. His promise was that the device would be installed at no cost to the
homeowner on the understanding that the company (I presume this would be the
International Tesla Electric Company) would be free to sell the excess electricity to the
local Power Company.

It was not clear why International Tesla Electric didn’t generate

the electricity itself instead of installing the units in private homes.

The principle of operation of the Fisher engine, as Lee described it, was essentially that
of a steam engine.

However, rather than converting water into steam, the Fisher

engine used carbon dioxide as the working fluid. The supposed advantage is that
carbon dioxide boils at ordinary room temperature. Therefore, the Fisher engine, it
was claimed, would simply use the heat from the surroundings to vaporize the carbon
2

dioxide, and thus would require no fuel to heat a boiler.

Dennis Lee described this

as “the most important discovery in mechanical energy in history.’’

The idea, however, was not only misguided, it was not new.

The Gamgee Zero

Motor, sold to the United States Navy in about 1890 by Professor John Gamgee, was
purported to operate using the same principle. That is, it was said to run off ambient
heat. Gamgee used ammonia as the working fluid rather than carbon dioxide.
However, the basic concept of using ambient heat to drive an engine didn’t work then
and it can’t work now.

Lee pointed out that an engine that runs off ambient heat does not violate the First Law
of Thermodynamics , i.e the Conservation of Energy. That’s true, however, Lee failed
to point out that it would violate the Second Law of Thermodynamics, one statement of
which is that: It is im p o ssib le to c o n s tru c t a h e a t en g in e , o p e ra tin g in a cycle, th a t
do e s n o t re je c t h e a t to a c o o le r body.

engine off ambient heat.

It follows that it is impossible to operate an

In this case, having driven the piston, the gas will not

condense back into a liquid without refrigeration, which costs work.

The heat pump

needed to condense the gas requires more work than the piston can deliver.

To condense the carbon dioxide gas back into a liquid, Lee claimed to have invented
“the world’s most efficient heat pump.” However, even a perfect (100% efficient) heat
pump could not re-condense the gas because of the inevitable losses, such as friction.
Moreover, at atmospheric pressure carbon dioxide does not have a liquid phase. This
can be demonstrated with “dry ice,” which is frozen carbon dioxide.

At atmospheric

pressure, dry ice evaporates directly from the solid into the gas phase without
liquefying, a process known as “sublimation.” Carbon dioxide has a liquid phase only
at pressures greater than about 1,000 Ibs./sq. inch.

Thus, while it might appear to a non-technical audience that the Fisher engine operates
by extracting energy from the surroundings, the energy to run the engine is actually the
3

work required to compress the carbon dioxide to the liquid state. A large tank of
compressed gas was used in the demonstration. With no load on the engine, the
compressed gas would be sufficient to operate the Fisher engine long enough to
persuade a credulous audience-but not perpetually. On this day, however, it did not
operate at all.

Dennis Lee introduced Dr. Fisher himself, who explained that the

engine had suffered a mechanical failure and it would not be possible to demonstrate it
that day.

The free-electricity pitch was, and still is, the centerpiece of Dennis Lee’s show, but in
the five-plus hours that he held forth, he covered a wide range of other technologies
offered by Better World Technologies, ranging from such venerable scams as “laundry
balls," to “Brown’s gas."

Laundry balls are typically the size of a golf-ball. People put them in their washing
machines instead of soap.

They are sold on dozens of web sites, and can often be

found in the junk-product catalogs in airliner seat pockets. The claim is that the
laundry balls will somehow “ionize" or otherwise alter the water molecules to get clothes
cleaner, with no residue or harmful chemicals, thus making no contribution to water
pollution. Moreover it is claimed they will, for all practical purposes, last forever.
They certainly should, since they are nothing but solid plastic.

Laundry balls have no

effect at all on the washing process. That they are so widely used is simply evidence
that most of the “dirt” on clothes that go in the family laundry is water soluble.

“Brown’s gas" is simply a stoichiometric mixture of oxygen and hydrogen that can ignite
to form water with no other byproduct.

It is often claimed to have remarkable

properties, but despite these claims, I am unaware of any widespread commercial use
of Brown’s gas.

COLUMBUS, OHIO
4

September 24, 1999

I was asked by ABC Good Morning America to accompany a producer to a Dennis
Lee performance in Columbus.

It was one stop in a nationwide tour that had been

advertized by a full page ad in USA Today. It was actually outside the city of
Columbus in a Junior High School gym.

The program began with a script very similar to the show in Hackensack, and most of
the technologies shown were familiar to me from that earlier show.

However, the free

electricity technology, which was the main event, was totally different than the Fisher
engine demonstrated in Hackensack. The Fisher engine had been replaced by a
contraption of belts and pulleys Lee called “counter- rotation technology.” Combined
with “permanent magnet motors,” the counter rotation technology was supposed to be
capable of generating more electricity than it used. Lee stated that he could not show
the counter rotation and the generator together on the stage, or he would “be put in
jail.” It is, he told the audience, a crime to demonstrate a perpetual motion machine.

The counter-rotation technology seemed to be similar to a perpetual motion scheme
proposed by Charles Batcheller in 1870, which could not have worked. To explain how
“counter-rotation technology” works, Lee invoked what he called the “fourth law of
motion.” However, there is no fourth law of motion.

Mechanical motion is fully

described by Newton’s three laws of motion. The third law can be stated as: “F o r
e v e ry a ctio n (force) the re is an e q u a l a n d op p o site re a ctio n (o p p o sin g fo r c e ) ”

Lee

added an exception that he called the fourth law of motion: “Except when the reaction is
reversed and added to the action, then it doubles the force.” He proposed to reverse
the reaction by using a gear to reverse the direction of rotation of a shaft, and then add
that to the initial rotation by means of a differential gear, effectively doubling the action.
To say this garbled nonsense is wrong would be an understatement. The only thing
that would be doubled is the rotation of the output shaft, and that would come at the
price of making the input shaft twice as hard to turn.
5

As to the “permanent magnet motor,” there have been hundreds of attempts over the
centuries to devise cyclic engines that use permanent magnets. All have failed
because of Lenz’s Law: “ The c u rre n t in d u c e d in a c o n d u c to r b y a c h a n g in g m a g n e tic
fie ld w ill create a m a g n e tic fie ld in a dire ctio n th a t o p p o se s the c h a n g e .”

Lenz’s Law

can be seen as a statement of the Law of Conservation of Energy as it applies to
electromagnetism.

Curiously, Lee chose to demonstrate Lenz’s Law on stage, although he never identified
it as such, and seemed quite unaware that it thoroughly rebuts his claim of a
permanent magnet motor.

His demonstration was to drop a permanent magnet

through a hollow cylinder of copper held vertically. Copper is nonmagnetic, yet instead
of falling freely under the force of gravity, the magnet appears to float slowly downward
through the cylinder.

It is a spectacular effect if you have not seen it, and Lee’s only purpose in showing it
seems to have been to impress the audience with his mastery of magnetism.

His claim

was that the magnet was of a very special design. It was, he said, like the special
magnets used in the permanent magnet motor.

The audience was clearly impressed.

It is , however, a standard classroom demonstration of Lenz’s Law, shown to first -year
physics majors at universities around the world.

As the magnet falls, its moving field induces a current in the copper cylinder. As
Lenz’s law predicts, the induced current creates a counter-magnetic field, opposing the
motion that creates it. Lenz’s Law makes it impossible to build an electromagnetic
device that supplies more energy than it consumes.

Lee did not, however, demonstrate the counter-rotation device and the permanent
magnet motor working together to produce free energy. He told the audience that if he
showed the two devices on the stage together, he could be arrested. It is against the
law, he said, to demonstrate a perpetual motion machine.
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Spokane, Washington
August 28, 2001

I was asked by the Attorney General’s Office of the State of Washington to review the
video tape of another Dennis Lee presentation as part of another 50-state tour. The
centerpiece of the show was yet another “free electricity” technology. This one
involved the “Hummingbird Motor,” described by Lee as “the most efficient motor ever
built," together with the “Sundance Generator" which he describes as “the most efficient
generator ever built.”

At the outset, Lee told the audience he was under a restraining order from the
Washington State Attorney General that prevented him from demonstrating a perpetual
motion machine. He used the metaphor of a peanut butter and jelly sandwich: “I will
show you the peanut butter, and I will show you the jelly. It’s up to you to decide if I
can put them together to make a peanut butter and jelly sandwich.”

“I’ve never seen an over-unity device in my life" he went on to the audience in a tone
that clearly conveyed a wink. An over-unity device means a device that produces more
energy than it consumes, violating the First Law of Thermodynamics.

However, he

stated emphatically that the Hummingbird Motor produces five units of energy out for
every one unit in. His claim is that the extra energy is coming from the permanent
magnets. Since the magnets do not suffer any loss of field strength, any energy that is
extracted from a permanent magnet would imply that the magnet is an infinite source of
energy.

Indeed Lee describes permanent magnets as a source of infinite energy.

From the conservation of energy, that is clearly an impossibility.

To demonstrate the special properties of the magnets he used, Lee repeated the
Lenz’s Law demonstration he had used in Columbus, Ohio during an earlier tour.
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On

the basis of Lenz’s law, it can be stated unequivocally that permanent magnets are not
an energy source.

Oakland, Maine
July 28, 2001

I was asked by Ms. Linda J. Conti, Assistant Attorney General of the State of Maine to
review video tapes related to Dennis Lee and Better World Technologies, including the
presentation by Mr. Lee in Maine during his 2001 tour.

The presentation in Oakland, Maine was very similar to the one that would take place in
Spokane, Washington on August 28, 2001, that I reviewed for the Washington State
Attorney General’s Office.

It even began with a discussion of a restraining order.

Lee

then proceeded through a description of the technologies offered by Better World
Technologies, culminating with a discussion of the Hummingbird Motor and the
Sundance Generator. As in Spokane, Lee did not show the motor and the generator
working together.

He said this was because of the restraining order.

Once again Lee gave the Lenz’s Law demonstration as though it was something
unique.

He remarked as he finished: “well, I guess physicists don’t know everything

about magnetism." That’s certainly true, but it’s possible to know much less.

It is not uncommon for those who claim to have devised a scheme for producing
unlimited free energy to honestly believe they have a brilliant idea that has eluded
everyone else. This does not seem to be the case with Dennis Lee.

In the four shows

l watched, two live and two on video tape, he touted three quite distinct technologies.
Each was alleged to be capable of producing unlimited non-polluting free energy.
Each was said to be a solution to the world’s energy problems. Not once, however, did
he refer to his earlier claims or explain why they had been abandoned.
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Dennis Lee’s claims regarding the production are overwhelmingly rejected by the
scientific community. The American Physical Society, with 40,000 members drawn
from government, industry and academia, is the principal membership organization of
American physicists.

Its Executive Board recently adopted the following statement

unanimously:

The American Physical Society is concerned that in this period of unprecedented
scientific advance, misguided or fraudulent claims of perpetual motion machines
and other sources of free energy are proliferating.

Such devices would violate

the most fundamental laws of Nature, laws that have guided the scientific
advances that are transforming our world.

Robert L. Park, Ph.D.
Professor of Physics
University of Maryland
and
Director of Public information
American Physical Society
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SUPERIOR COURT
CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-01-148

STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, SS.

STATE OF MAINE,

)
)
Plaintiff
)
)
v.
)
)
DANIEL DAVIS d/b/a DIVERSIFIED
)
TECHNOLOGY and DENNIS LEE
)
d/b/a UNITED COMMUNITY SERVICES )
OF AMERICA AND BETTER WORLD )
TECHNOLOGIES,
)
)
Defendants
)

STATE’S WITNESS AND
EXHIBIT LIST

The State of Maine submits the following Witness and Exhibit List:
WITNESSES
The witnesses listed below may be called at trial. This listing is not an affirmative
representation that any witness listed will, in fact, be called. The Plaintiff also reserves the right
to call the witnesses listed by the Defendants and to identify additional witnesses in a timely
manner in advance of trial. Witnesses to be called for the purpose of impeachment, contradiction
or rebuttal only have not been listed.
Witness

Address

1.

Dr. Robert Park

American Physical Society, 1050 National Press
Building, Washington, DC 20045

2.

Jack Nichols

10 Ricker Road, Falmouth, Maine 04105

3.

Mitchell Tannenbaum
General Counsel

Maine Public Utilities Commission, 242 State
Street, Augusta, Maine 04333

4.

Peter A. McKenna,

Hog Hill Road, PO Box 3, Dixmont, Maine

5.

Ralph Sweet, P.E.,

116 Jerry Point Lane, Long Island, Maine 04050

EXHIBITS
The Exhibits listed below may be offered at trial. This listing is not an affirmative
representation that an Exhibit will, in fact, be offered. The Plaintiff reserves the right to offer
Exhibits listed by the Defendants and to identify additional Exhibits in a timely manner in
advance of trial. Exhibits to be used for the purpose of impeachment, contradiction or rebuttal
only have not been listed.
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

All Exhibits submitted by the State in support of its Motion for Temporary
Restraining Order, including Exhibit 1, article appearing in The Maine Eagle
magazine, January 2001
Energy is the Economy videotape by Daniel Davis
Application for Free Energy
Revolutionary Technology Show
Letter to the Attorney General of Maine from Peter A. McKenna
Letter dated July 9, 2001 addressed to “Dear Free Electricity Applicant”
Application for Free Energy
Revolutionary Technology Show
Document entitled What Will You See At Show?
Letter from Diversified Technology dated June 30, 2001 addressed “Dear Friend”
signed Daniel Davis
Videotape entitled North American Special Discount Associate’s Club, NASDAC
Technologies That Save
Videotape entitled Tired o f High Energy Bills? What I f You Never Had To Pay
Another Energy Bill Again In Your Life? This Machine May Be Your Answer
Videotape entitled The Christian Testimony o f Dennis Lee
The Alternative by Dennis Lee and Better World Technologies
Advertisement appearing in The Eagle July, 2002 (Exhibit 10 to Daniel Davis’
Deposition)
Letter from Daniel Davis dated August 25, 2001 addressed “Dear Friend”
Dan Davis e-mail (Exhibit 12 to Davis’ Deposition, 3 pages)
Letter from Dan Davis addressed to “Dear Friend,” dated July 2, 2001 (Exhibit 13
to Davis’ Deposition)
Letter dated 7/2/01 addressed “Dear Friend” (Exhibit 14 to Davis’ Deposition)
The Kansas Congress Event (Exhibit 21 to Davis’ Deposition)
Document entitled Four Corporations Own the World (Exhibit 22 to Davis’
Deposition)
Press release from Better World Technologies (Exhibit 23 to Davis’ Deposition)
Document entitled You May Not Believe It...But It Is True!! (Exhibit 25 to Davis’
Deposition)
United Community Services of America brochure (Exhibit 27 to Davis’
Deposition)
Laundry Ball brochure (Exhibit 28 to Davis’ Deposition)
Letter to Dan Davis from Central Maine Power, March 23, 1999 (Exhibit 31 to
Davis’ Deposition)
United Community Services of America/ Participating Dealer NASD AC
Agreement (Exhibit 36 to Davis’ Deposition)
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28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

34.
35.
36.

Document addressed “Dear Recruiter” (Exhibit 37 to Davis’ Deposition, 13
pages)
NASDAC Membership Discount Price List (Exhibit 38 to Davis’ Deposition, 7
pages)
Product Order Form (Exhibit 39 to Davis’ Deposition)
Letter of Agreement for Recruiters/Sponsor of NASDAC Memberships (Exhibit
40 to Davis’ Deposition)
Application for Membership in the NASDAC Program (Exhibit 41 to Davis’
Deposition)
Booklet entitled North American Special Discount Associates Club NASDA C
Technologies That Save, A Program o f United Community Services o f America
(Exhibit 3 to Davis’ Deposition)
A booklet entitled North American Special Discount Associates Club NASDAC
Technologies That Save, Price List (Exhibit 4 to Davis’ Deposition)
Document entitled International Tesla Electric Company, Registration For A
Free Electricity Generator On A Residence (Exhibit 18 to Davis’ Deposition)
Videotapes 1 through 5, United Community Services o f America, Tour 2001Maine

Respectfully submitted,
G. STEVEN ROWE
Attorney General

Dated: February 18, 2003

____ _____________ _
LINDA J. CONTI - Me. Bar No. 3638
Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Tel. (207) 626-8800
Attorneys for the State of Maine
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STATE OF MAINE
KENNEBEC, SS.

f SUPERIOR COURT
/y CIVIL ACTION
DOCKET NO. CV-01-148

STATE OF MAINE,

:)
■

y)

Plaintiff

■

)

y)
V.

)

DANIEL DAVIS
d/b/a DIVERSIFIED TECHNOLOGY
AND DENNIS LEE
d/b/a UNITED COMMUNITY SERVICES OF
AMERICA AND BETTER WORLD TECHNOLOGIES,

)
)
)
)
)
)

CONSENT DECREE
AND ORDER

)

Defendants

)

Plaintiff State of Maine, having filed the Complaint in this matter against
Defendants, Daniel Davis d/b/a Diversified Technology (hereinafter “Davis”) and Dennis Lee
d/b/a United Community Services of America and Better World Technologies (hereinafter
“Lee”), and Defendants having consented to the entry of this Consent Decree and Order, for
purposes of settlement only, without this Decree constituting evidence against or admission by
any party as to any issue of fact or law other than as to jurisdiction and without trial of any issue
of fact or law, NOW THEREFORE, upon consent of the parties hereto, IT IS HEREBY
ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED AS FOLLOWS:I.

I. JURISDICTION

1.

This Court has jurisdiction over the Plaintiff and Defendants and the subject

matter of this action. The Complaint states a claim for relief under 5 M.R.S.A. § 207 (Unfair
Trade Practices Act).

H. INJUNCTION
2.

Defendant Dennis Lee, his officers, directors, employees, agents, representatives,

successors, assigns, and those in active concert or participation with him, who receive actual
notice of this injunction are permanently enjoined from engaging in the following acts or
practices:
a.

selling or advertising for sale dealerships in the State of Maine;

b.
c.

selling or advertising discount buying clubs in the State of Maine;
.P 4
selling or advertising any products in the Sate of Maine;

d.

demonstrating, promoting, installing, advertising or selling generators, or any
electricity producing device in the State of Maine; and

3. Defendant Dennis Lee, his officers, directors, employees, agents, representatives,
successors, assigns and those in active concert or participation with him who receive
actual notice of this injunction shall clearly and conspicuously state on his website
that the products and services advertised thereon are not for sale in the State of
Maine.

4. Defendant Daniel Davis, d/b/a Diversified Technologies, his officers, directors,
employees, agents, representatives, successors, assigns and those in active concert or
participation with him are permanently enjoined from operating a United Community
Services of America, Better World Technologies dealership or any other services or
products sold or distributed by Dennis Lee in the State of Maine.
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IV. COSTS
5.

Defendant Dennis Lee shall pay the State of Maine Attorney General $2,500 for

its costs incurred in this matter upon his execution of this Consent Decree and $2,500 ninety (90)
days thereafter.

IV, RETENTION OF JURISDICTION
6.

Jurisdiction is retained by this Court for the purpose o f enabling any of the parties

to this Consent Decree and Order to apply to the Court at any time for further order and
directions as may be necessary or appropriate for the construction, enforcement, or execution o f
this Consent Decree and Order. Each and every violation ofthis Consent Decree and Order shall
be treated as a separate contempt thereof.
VL EFFECTIVE DATE
7.

This Order shall be effective immediately upon entry.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED
Dated:

I Y " ■C?

WE CONSENT:
G. STEVEN ROWE
ATTORNEY GENERAL

> /¡s

n

Dated:
LINDA J. CONTI - M e,BarNo. 3638
Assistant Attorney General
6 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Tel. (207) 626-8800
Attorneys for the State o f Maine
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Dated: , 3 / / 3

j0 ^

M. SUZAM^MCMAHON, ESQ.

CorporatecCounsel
United Community Services of America, Inc.
45 Carey Avenue
Butler, NJ 07405

f3 i

Dated:

Jj

ô j

laJ

Ronald W. Bourget, Esq.
Me. Bar No 3125
Bourget & Bourget, P.A.
64 State Street
Augusta, Maine 04333-5124

Attorneys for Defendant Dennis Lee

The undersigned acknowledges that by his signature hereon the provisions provided in Part II
herein bind him.
Datedi3 j I

0 3
Dennis Lee

Dated:

3 j ' Vj 0 3
Daniel Davis
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